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August 8, 2005
Secretary of Agriculture Mike Johanns

As a small family farm operator, I’d like to express my concerns and ideas on past and future farm
programs. However, it seems large operations and those with political influence are the only ones whose
input 1s considered.

First of all, 1 feel family farms would have fared better without any farm programs. At the start of these
programs, only feed grain acres were used to establish base acres. Most family farms were diversified —
having pastureland and other conservation acres, plus hivestock. This saddled them with a small feed
grain base with very little in the way of government payments. So essentially these farm bills were really
feed grain programs in nature.

Their original purpose was to curb overproduction to increase prices so in ¢ffect those who were causing
the surplus and low prices were rewarded with the most government assistance. This escalated with
future farm programs, with no sensible payment limits, and even those made a farce of by the triple entity
rule and commodity certificates. This process made it impossible for smaller family farms to compete
and eventually hurt rural towns as well. This last farm bill was the final straw, a guaranteed price on total
production led to the escalating land and cash rental prices, every bit of government payments used to
accommodate these increases. It should be evident by now that a guaranteed price on total production will
always lead to overproduction and sti!l lower commodity prices.

It has led to the unbelievable removal of trees and development of marginal ground and pastureland to
plant feed grains causing more of a surplus and lower prices. It makes no sense for these runaway land
and cash rental prices when you examine the price of feed grains, other than government payments are
responsible. Farm programs should have treated all farm ground with some sort of government payments.
This would have limited the desire to develop marginal ground as well as helped preserve conservation
acres. e

As a new farm bill is debated it should be imperative that much lower payment limits be established as
well as abolishing the triple entity rule and commodity certificate. Part of these payment limits could be
addressed by limiting government payments on only a certain amount of production and the rest to be
sold on the open market. This would limit the desire to overproduce as now producers keep developing
more land and plant for the highest yields possible since there is no limit on the guaranteed price. Some
sort of payment on all farmland would help in preserving conservation acres and benefit all producers,
small as well as large.

It would also be desirable to adopt some type of program similar to crop insurance. It seems unethical to
award producers unlimited assistance on all production under ideal conditions without any cost to them,
while those subject to crop failures are forced to pay for their protection that only covers part of what they
produce. Mandatory insurance of this type should be required of all producers to be eligible for programs
in order to protect their investment instead of recciving subsidics free of any expense which borders on
welfare..

If it has not already done so, continuation of this present farm program would end all hopes of beginning
farmers to get a start as well as family farms to continue.

Sincerely, : el e o e e

ﬁ“ﬁcestma'n'

83026 527% Ave
Qakdale, NE 68761
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This article was taken from the Omaha World-Herald's commentary page on April 14, 2005,
[ feel it says everything that needs to be said about farm programs and ensuing subsidies.
This should be available to everyone involved with devising a new farm bill,




Joe Reestman
83926 5271h Ave.
Oakdale, NE 66761-3024

9agretary of Arriculture
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